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NOTI CE 
This opinion is subject to further 
editing and modification.  The final 
version will appear in the bound 
volume of the official reports.   
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MOTI ON f or  r econsi der at i on.   Reconsideration denied.   

 

¶1 PER CURI AM.    Dai ml er Chr ysl er  moves t he cour t  t o 

r econsi der  i t s opi ni on i n Dai ml er Chr ysl er  v.  Labor  & I ndust r y 

Revi ew Comm' n,  2007 WI  15,  ____ Wi s.  2d ____,  727 N. W. 2d 311,  on 

t he gr ound t hat  t he cour t  based i t s deci s i on on a st at ut e not  i n 

ef f ect  when t he i nj ur y t o Gl enn May occur r ed.    

¶2 The mot i on f or  r econsi der at i on i s deni ed.   

¶3 However ,  t o c l ar i f y t he Dai ml er Chr ysl er  opi ni on,  we 

now add t he f ol l owi ng f oot not e at  t he end of  t he second sent ence 

of  ¶39:  
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17 Wi sconsi n St at .  § 102. 32( 6) ( b)  became ef f ect i ve 
Mar ch 30,  2004.   Wi s.  Act  144.   I t  was t her ef or e not  
i n ef f ect  at  t he t i me of  May' s acci dent .   We dr aw on 
i t  her e not  as a st at ement  of  t he l aw i n 1999,  but  
because i t  demonst r at es t hat  t he LI RC' s i nt er pr et at i on 
of  § 102. 18( 1) ( d)  i s r easonabl e.   

¶4 Accor di ngl y,  t he mot i on f or  r econsi der at i on i s deni ed,  

wi t hout  cost s.  

 

 



No.  2005AP544   

 

 
 

1 

 

 
 


	Text2
	Text3
	Text5
	Text6
	Text7
	Text9
	Text10
	Text11
	Text12
	CaseNumber
	AddtlCap

		2014-09-15T17:54:44-0500
	CCAP




